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 Introduction 

William P. Hobby Airport (HOU) is owned and operated by the Houston Airport System (HAS) and 
is located approximately 7 miles (11 km) southeast of downtown Houston, Harris County, Texas 
(Figure 1).  HOU originally opened in 1927 and is Houstonôs oldest commercial airport.  In addition 
to being a key airport in Southwest Airlinesô route system, it serves multiple airlines for both 
domestic and international travel.  HOU is currently the third largest medium-sized airport facility 
in the United States. HOU currently has four runways, which include Runway (RWY) 04/22, 
13L/31R, 13R/31L, and 17/35.  RWY 17/35 was officially decommissioned in January 2020. Refer 
to Figure 2 for an aerial photograph of the airport. 

HAS prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to facilitate the Federal Aviation 
Administrationôs (FAA) review and consideration of the ñNon-Standard Taxiways Improvementò 
project, which is proposed to improve Taxiways (TWY) D, E, G, K1 and M through realignment 
and associated demolition at HOU.  Also included with this project is the demolition of RWY 17/35 
and realignments of portions of some taxiways in order to facilitate the improvements.  Federal 
action is required because the project involves a revision to the Airport Layout Plan (ALP), 
decommissioning of Navigational Aids (NAVAIDS), and cancellation of Instrument Flight 
Procedures (IFP). The general purpose of the proposed project is to correct non-standard airfield 
geometry and improve airfield safety with the correction of ñhot spotsò identified in FAAôs Runway 
Incursion Mitigation (RIM) Program.  

As HOU has received FAA funding in the past and expects to request funding under 49 USC 
47101 et seq.  FAA action is necessary in connection with the proposed action pursuant to 49 
USC §47107(a) (16), which requires that the FAA Administrator (under authority delegated from 
the Secretary of Transportation) approve any revision or modification to an ALP before the 
revision or modification takes effect. The Administratorôs approval includes any necessary 
determinations required by 49 USC §47017(a)(16). In addition, the proposed project involves FAA 
action to cancel Instrument Flight Procedures and decommission Navigational Aids (NAVAIDS).  

The purpose of this EA is to analyze the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project 
and its reasonable alternatives.  This document was developed pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), Public Law 91-190 as amended (42 U.S.C.  § 4321- 
4370) and NEPA implementing regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (40 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) §§1500-1508)). The FAA, whose mission is to provide the 
safest, most efficient airspace system in the world, is responsible for ensuring compliance with 
NEPA with respect to FAA actions, including decisions regarding proposed Federal actions at 
federally-obligated airports. As such, the FAA is the lead Federal agency for NEPA compliance 
regarding the Proposed Action.  Therefore, this EA has also been prepared in accordance with 
FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, and FAA Order 5050.4B, 
NEPA Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions. A notice of availability will be published for 
this Draft EA to solicit public comment.  After completion of the comment period, a final EA will be 
prepared and submitted to the FAA. 

 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action includes the Runway Closure of 17/35, Realignment of TWYs D, E, G, M, 
K1. TWY E would be realigned at the deicing apron. The project will also include the demolition 
of RWY 17/35 and portions of TWYs F, G and M.  In addition, the decommissioning of NAVAIDS 
and cancellation of Instrument Flight Procedures (IFPs) will be included in the proposed project 
scope. The conceptual plan of the Preferred Alternative 6B, shown on Figure 3, depicts the 
proposed plan of the connectivity to the airport facilities through development of connecting 



  

2 

 

taxiways and related adjustments to improve safety and reduce incursions.  Photographs of the 
project area are in Appendix C. The proposed demolition of RWY 17/35 can be seen on Figure 3.  

 Aviation Forecast 

The Proposed Action would modify the onsite aviation activity, including moving the west side 
general aviation aircraft operations to another runway on HOU, but is not anticipated to effect 
changes in fleet mix or the overall number of aircraft operations. The anticipated operational data 
is depicted in Table 1.  This forecast data shown in Table 1 is consistent with the TAF per FAA 
Order 5050.4B Section 706(b)(3) which states that a 10-year forecast should be within 15% of 
the TAF.  

Table 1.  Baseline (2020) Forecast of Aircraft Operations (2030) ï  

No Action and Proposed Action 

Operational Group 2020 Baseline 
2030 Forecast No 

Action and Proposed 
Action 

Air Carrier 129,700 159,476 

Air Taxi 28,754 31,743 

General Aviation 52,375 53,960 

Military 919 919 

Total 211,748 246,098 
Sources: HOU Master Plan Update 2014, HMMH, FAA TAF 

Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding. 

 Runway Utilization Changes 

All aircraft using RWY 17 will move to other runways. Previously, only 5% of aircraft traffic utilized 
the RWY 17.   Based on the 2014 Master Plan Update, the overall runway usage for this modelling 
will remain the same for Baseline (2020) and Forecast (2030) No Action. Table 2 provides the 
runway use for the Baseline (2020) and Forecast (2030) No Action.   

 

Table 2.  Runway Use Percentages ï Baseline (2020) and Forecast (2030) No Action  

 Category Runway Arrivals Departures 

Day Night Day Night 

All Aircraft 4 22.00% 31.20% 5.40% 10.20% 

All Aircraft 13L 4.80% 1.70% 1.00% 0.50% 
All Aircraft 13R 55.20% 49.90% 37.20% 35.00% 
All Aircraft 17 2.10% 1.80% 2.40% 0.90% 

All Aircraft 22 4.10% 2.70% 40.70% 38.40% 
All Aircraft 31L 7.40% 3.20% 5.60% 4.90% 
All Aircraft 31R 0.50% 0.00% 2.30% 2.30% 
All Aircraft 35 0.80% 0.70% 2.00% 1.10% 

Source: HMMH 2019  

 

With the closure of RWY 17/35, the FAA anticipates moving aircraft operations evenly across the 
remaining three runways (RWY 04/22, RWY 13R/31L and RWY 13L/31R). HMMH generated the 
Proposed Action case by reassigning the aircraft operations modelled on RWY 17/35 split evenly 
among RWY 04/22, RWY 13R/31L and RWY 13L/31R. Table 3 provides the resulting runway use 
projected for Forecast (2030) Proposed Action. 
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Table 3.  Runway Use Percentages ï Forecast (2030) Proposed Action  

 Category Runway Arrivals Departures 

Day Night Day Night 

All Aircraft 4 22.60% 31.90% 5.60% 10.40% 

All Aircraft 13L 4.90% 1.80% 1.10% 0.50% 
All Aircraft 13R 56.20% 51.10% 38.80% 35.70% 

All Aircraft 17 - - - - 
All Aircraft 22 4.20% 2.80% 42.60% 39.10% 
All Aircraft 31L 7.60% 3.20% 5.90% 5.00% 

All Aircraft 31R 0.50% 0.00% 2.40% 2.30% 
All Aircraft 35 - - - - 

Source:  HMMH 2019 

 Timeframe of Proposed Action 

HAS will initiate construction on the Proposed Action described in Section 1.1 within six months 
of an FAA Finding of No Significant Impact/Record of Decision (FONSI/ROD) approving the 
Proposed Action. 
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Figure 1 ï Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure 2 ï Project Aerial Map 
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 Purpose and Need 

As part of FAA Order 5050.4B, NEPA Implementing Instructions for Airport Actions, and FAA 
Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures, the Purpose and Need section 
of an EA briefly describes the underlying purpose and need for the proposed Federal action. It 
presents the problem being addressed and describes what the FAA is trying to achieve with the 
proposed action. This section presents the issues and the benefits of the proposed Federal action. 
For airport projects proposed by an airport sponsor, the purpose and need should be defined 
considering the statutory objectives of the proposed Federal actions as well as the sponsorôs 
goals and objectives. 

 Airport Sponsorôs Long-Term Objectives 

An objective of HAS is to provide a safe, secure and efficient airport that focuses attention on the 
needs of its customers, the talent of its employees and the vision of the Aviation Department. To 
achieve these objectives HAS must: 

¶ Establish the most efficient and cost-effective organization possible.  

¶ Expand services to enhance the passenger experience.  

¶ Enhance the safety and security at HOU for staff and customers.  

 Need for the Proposed Action 

The need of the Proposed Action is based on the existence of several areas on Airport that have 
been designated by the FAAôs Runway Incursion Mitigation (RIM) Program1 as ñhot spotsò.  A hot 
spot is defined by the FAA as a location on an airport movement area with a history or potential 
risk of collision or runway incursion, and where heightened attention by pilots and drivers is 
necessary. Airfield geometry has been identified as a primary contributing factor for runway 
incursions. The Proposed Action is listed on the RIM projects list, due to a total of 33 FAA 
identified runway incursions between 2008 and 2018. Refer to Appendix B for the RIM inventory 
and the Hot Spot map for the Airport. The FAA national safety initiative known as the RIM program 
has identified airport risk factors that might contribute to runway incursions at HOU. Runway 
incursions occur when an aircraft, vehicle, or person enters the protected area of an airport 
designated for aircraft landings and take offs. Risk factors that contribute to runway incursions 
may include unclear taxiway markings, airport signage, and more complex issues such as the 
runway or taxiway layout. Through RIM, the FAA is focusing on reducing runway incursions by 
addressing risks at specific locations at airports that have a history of runway incursions.  

In addition to the runway incursion risks due to non-standard geometry, the runway was identified 
by the sponsor for closure due to low traffic use and increased maintenance costs. 

 Purpose for the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to correct non-standard airfield geometry issues to 
increase the safety of the airfield environment by eliminating hot spots. 

                                                

 

 

1 https://www.faa.gov/airports/special_programs/rim/ 

https://www.faa.gov/airports/special_programs/rim/
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 Requested Federal Action 

The Federal actions necessary for implementation of the Proposed Action are: 

1. Determinations under 49 U.S.C. §§47106 and 47107 relating to the eligibility of the 

Proposed Action for federal funding under the Airport Improvement Program; 

2. Determinations under 49 U.S.C. §40117, as implemented by 14 CFR 158.25, to impose 

and use passenger facility charges (PFCs) collected at the airport to assist with 

construction of potentially eligible items shown on the Airport Layout Plan (ALP); 

3. Unconditional approval of the portion of the ALP depicting the Proposed Action as 

described within Section 3 of this document;  

4. Cancel all necessary air traffic procedures to accommodate the Proposed Action, 

including RNAV(GPS) Instrument Approach Procedures to RWYWY 17/35; and 

5. Decommission NAVAIDS (RWY 17 Visual Approach Slope Indicator (VASI), RWY 35 

Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI), and RWY 35 Runway End Identifier Lights 

(REIL)). 
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 Alternatives 

The alternatives section of an EA compares the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action, and 
reasonable alternatives (if any), for their ability to meet the purpose and need for the proposed 
project and their environmental effects.  Alternatives that do not meet the purpose and need for 
the Proposed Action are considered not reasonable and are not carried forward for detailed 
environmental analysis. An EA must consider the consequences of taking no action (the No-
Action Alternative) in order to meet Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) and NEPA 
requirements. 

A total of nine alternatives, including the Proposed Action and No-Action Alternative, were 
developed to potentially meet the purpose and need to increase safety and decrease the potential 
for runway incursions.  The alternatives considered, except for the No-Action Alternative, were 
developed because they had the potential to meet stated purpose and need elements of closing 
the existing RWY 17/35 and modifying taxiways to improve safety and operational movements on 
the airfield.    

In screening the alternatives, an initial assessment was completed to assess whether the project 
fully met the Purpose and Need.  If the project met the Purpose and Need, there was an evaluation 
that considered whether the alternative was economically reasonable and operationally feasible.  
As part of this evaluation, considerations included increasing situational awareness for pilots, air 
traffic management, operational considerations, and cost. A screening was used to analyze the 
alternatives, as described below and in Table 4. 

For all proposed Alternatives, the following Instrument Flight Procedures (IFP) and NAVAIDS 
would be decommissioned and removed from the airfield: 

A. The IFPs requesting to be cancelled include: 

1. HOU RNAV (GPS) RWY 17; and 

2. HOU RNAV (GPS) RWY 35. 

B. NAVAIDs being requesting to be decommissioned include: 

1. RWY 17 VASI; 

2. RWY 35 PAPI; and 

3. RWY 35 REIL. 

 Alternative 1 

Alternative 1 would close the existing RWY 17/35 and demolish TWYs D, E, G and M1. TWY K1 
would be realigned and portions of TWY M and RWY 17/35 would be demolished. The remaining 
RWY 17/35 pavement between TWY F and TWY H would be used as a non-movement area.   

Alternative 1 was determined not to meet the purpose and need of the project. This alternative 
would not improve the airfield geometry at two locations that are hotspots.  In particular, the 
alignment proposed for TWY K1 does not intersect RWY 4-22 at a 90-degree angle, and non-
standard geometry would not be not corrected at the TWY G intersection with RWY 4-22.  Without 
these changes, the removal of risk factors that contribute to runway incursions will not occur. With 
regard to economic reasonableness and operational feasibility, the Air Traffic Organization prefers 
that TWY M1 to remain as is, because the removal of TWY M1 reduces capacity of RWY 13L. 
HAS determined that removal of RWYWY 17/35 pavement is desired, to reduce potential pilot 
confusion on the airfield and increase Pilot Situational Awareness.  
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 Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 would close, but not entirely demolish, the existing RWY 17/35. TWYs D, E, G, F 
and K1 would be realigned. TWY E would be extended south of RWY 13R-31L and partial 
construction of the future TWY N would be completed. Portions of TWY M, M1 and RWY 17/35 
would be demolished. The remaining RWY 17/35 pavement between TWY F and TWY H would 
be used as a non-movement area.  

Alternative 2 was determined not to meet the purpose and need of the project. Non-standard 
geometry would not be corrected at the TWY G intersection with RWY 4-22, which is one of the 
hot spots on the airfield for runway incursions.  

With regard to economic reasonableness and operational feasibility, the design exceeded the 
project budget and partial construction of TWY N is considered unnecessary at this time. The Air 
Traffic Organization prefers that TWY M1 to remain as is, because the removal of TWY M1 
reduces capacity of RWY 13L. HAS determined that removal of RWY 17/35 pavement is desired, 
to reduce potential pilot confusion on the airfield and increase Pilot Situational Awareness. 

 Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 would close, but not entirely demolish, the existing RWY 17/35. TWYs D, E, G, and 
K1 would be realigned. Portions of TWY M and RWY 17/35 would be demolished, and Portions 
of TWY G and run-up pad, between RWY 35 and RWY 4 would be demolished. RWY 17/35 
pavement would remain in place between TWY F and TWY H for use as a non-movement area.  

Alternative 3 was determined not to meet the purpose and need of the project. Non-standard 
geometry would not be corrected at the TWY G intersection with RWY 4-22, which is one of the 
hot spots on the airfield for runway incursions. With regard to economic reasonableness and 
operational feasibility, HAS determined that removal of RWY 17/35 pavement is desired, to 
reduce potential pilot confusion on the airfield and increase Pilot Situational Awareness. 

 Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 would close, but not entirely demolish, the existing RWY 17/35. TWYs D, E, G, F 
and K1 would be realigned and partial construction of future TWY N would be completed. Portions 
of TWY M and RWY 17/35 would be demolished. Portions of TWY G and run-up pad, between 
RWY 35 and TWY H, as well as the existing run-up pad at the approach end of RWY 4 would be 
demolished. RWY 17/35 pavement would remain in place between TWY F and TWY H for use as 
a non-movement area.  

Alternative 4 was determined to meet the purpose and need of the project; however, it was not 
selected as the Preferred Alternative. With regard to economic reasonableness and operational 
feasibility, the design exceeded the project budget and partial construction of TWY N is 
considered an unnecessary cost at this time. Houston Operations staff desired to retain the run-
up pad at the approach end of RWY 4 and to retain portions of TWY G as well as the run-up pad 
south of the RWY 4-22 Runway Safety Area (RSA). HAS determined that removal of RWY 17/35 
pavement is desired, to reduce potential pilot confusion on the airfield and increase Pilot 
Situational Awareness. 

 Alternative 5 

Alternative 5 would close the existing RWY 17/35. TWYs D, E, G, and K1 would be realigned. 
Partial construction of future TWY N would be completed, and portions of TWY F, M and RWY 
17/35 would be demolished. Portions of TWY G and run-up pad, between RWY 35 and TWY H 
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would also be demolished. RWY 17/35 pavement would remain in place between TWY F and 
TWY H for use as a taxiway. 

   
Alternative 5 was determined to meet the purpose and need of the project; however, it was not 
selected as the Preferred Alternative. With regard to economic reasonableness and operational 
feasibility, the design exceeded the project budget and partial construction of TWY N is 
considered an unnecessary cost at this time. Houston Operations staff desired to retain portions 
of TWY G and the run-up pad south of the RWY 4-22 RSA to maintain operations. HAS 
determined that removal of RWY 17/35 pavement is desired, to reduce potential pilot confusion 
on the airfield and increase Pilot Situational Awareness. 

 Alternative 6 

Alternative 6 would close, but not entirely demolish, RWY 17/35. TWYs D, E, G, and K1 would be 
realigned and partial construction of future TWY N would be completed. TWY E would be 
relocated to align with existing TWY E. at the deicing apron. Portions of TWY M and RWY 17/35 
would be demolished, and TWY E would be extended to intersect with TWY N. Portions of TWY 
G, between the run-up pad and TWY H demolished would be demolished. RWY 17/35 pavement 
would remain in place between TWY F and TWY H for use as a taxiway.  

Alternative 6 was determined to meet the purpose and need of the project; however, it was not 
selected and the Preferred Alternative. With regard to economic reasonableness and operational 
feasibility, the design exceeded the project budget and partial construction of TWY N is 
considered an unnecessary cost at this time. HAS determined that removal of RWY 17/35 
pavement is desired, to reduce potential pilot confusion on the airfield and increase Pilot 
Situational Awareness. 

 Alternative 6A 

Alternative 6A would close RWY 17/35. TWYs D, E, G, and K1 would be realigned. TWY E would 
be relocated to align with existing TWY E at the deicing apron. Portions of TWY F, M and RWY 
17/35 would be demolished. Portions of TWY G, between the run-up pad and TWY H would also 
be demolished. RWY 17/35 pavement would remain in place between TWY F and TWY H for use 
as a taxiway.  

Alternative 6A was determined to meet the purpose and need of the project; however, it was not 
selected as the Preferred Alternative. With regard to economic reasonableness and operational 
feasibility, HAS determined that removal of RWY 17/35 pavement is desired, to reduce potential 
pilot confusion on the airfield and increase Pilot Situational Awareness. 

 No-Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, RWY 17/35 and portions of TWY M would not be demolished, 
and TWYs D, E, G, and K1 would not be realigned. However, it does not support the stated 
purpose and need because it does not allow for improved safety on the airfield.  The No-Action 
Alternative is not consistent with the goals of the FAAôs RIM program. However, it was retained 
as required by CEQ regulations to be used as a baseline condition against which to compare all 
other alternatives carried forward for analysis. 

 Alternatives Screening Analysis  

Table 4 provides a comparison of alternatives based on FAAôs Airport Design Advisory Circular 
150/5300-13A, whether the alternative met the Purpose and Need, whether the alternative was 
economically reasonable, and whether the alternative was operationally feasible.  Alternatives 1 
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through 3 and the No-Action Alternative do not meet the projectôs Purpose and Need.  Alternatives 
4, 5, 6A, and 6B met the project purpose and need. The proposed design for Alternatives 4, 5, 
and 6A were not economically reasonable or operationally feasible, as described in Table 4. 
Therefore, only the Preferred Alternative, Alternative 6B, met the Purpose and Need and was 
economically reasonable and operationally feasible. 
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Table 4.  Alternative Analysis Screening Comparison 

Alternative Reference (AC 150/5300-
13A) 

Standard Reason Not selected 

1 

401. b. Design method. (4) 
Intersection Angles. 

Design turns to be 90 degrees 
wherever possible.  

TWY K1 does not intersect RWY 
4-22 at 90 degrees 

TWY G does not intersect RWY 
4-22 at 90 degrees 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Taxiway to runway interface 
encompassing wide expanses 
of pavement is not 
recommended. 

Does not correct large expanse of 
pavement at TWY G intersection 
with RWY 4-22 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Increase Pilot Situational 
Awareness. A pilot who knows 
where he/she is on the airport 
is less likely to enter a runway 
improperly. Complexity leads 
to confusion. 

Remaining portion of RWY 17-35 
potentially confusing. 

401. b. Design method. (6) 
Coordination. 

Airport Traffic Control Tower 
(ATCT) preference. An 
efficient taxiway system can 
only be designed with 
knowledge of operational 
requirements. 

Removal of TWY M1 reduces 
capacity of RWY 13L 

2 

401. b. Design method. (4) 
Intersection Angles. 

Design turns to be 90 degrees 
wherever possible.  

TWY G does not intersect RWY 
4-22 at 90 degrees 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Taxiway to runway interface 
encompassing wide expanses 
of pavement is not 
recommended. 

Does not correct large expanse of 
pavement at TWY G intersection 
with RWY 4-22 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Increase Pilot Situational 
Awareness. A pilot who knows 
where he/she is on the airport 
is less likely to enter a runway 
improperly. Complexity leads 
to confusion. 

Remaining portion of RWY 17-35 
potentially confusing. 

401. b. Design method. (6) 
Coordination. 

ATCT preference. An efficient 
taxiway system can only be 
designed with knowledge of 
operational requirements. 

Removal of TWY M1 reduces 
capacity of RWY 13L 

N/A Sponsor's preference. Additional construction cost 
related to TWY N 

3 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Acute angle runway exits 
provide for greater efficiency in 
runway usage, but should not 
be used as runway entrance or 
crossing points. 

TWY M1, an acute angle runway 
exit, crosses RWY 13L-31R. 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Taxiway to runway interface 
encompassing wide expanses 
of pavement is not 
recommended. 

Does not correct large expanse of 
pavement at TWY G intersection 
with RWY 4-22 
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Alternative Reference (AC 150/5300-
13A) 

Standard Reason Not selected 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Increase Pilot Situational 
Awareness. A pilot who knows 
where he/she is on the airport 
is less likely to enter a runway 
improperly. Complexity leads 
to confusion. 

Remaining portion of RWY 17-35 
potentially confusing. 

4 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Acute angle runway exits 
provide for greater efficiency in 
runway usage, but should not 
be used as runway entrance or 
crossing points. 

TWY M1, an acute angle runway 
exit, crosses RWY 13L-31R. 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Increase Pilot Situational 
Awareness. A pilot who knows 
where he/she is on the airport 
is less likely to enter a runway 
improperly. Complexity leads 
to confusion. 

Remaining portion of RWY 17-35 
potentially confusing. 

N/A Sponsor's preference. Additional construction cost 
related to TWY N 

5 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Acute angle runway exits 
provide for greater efficiency in 
runway usage, but should not 
be used as runway entrance or 
crossing points. 

TWY M1, an acute angle runway 
exit, crosses RWY 13L-31R. 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Increase Pilot Situational 
Awareness. A pilot who knows 
where he/she is on the airport 
is less likely to enter a runway 
improperly. Complexity leads 
to confusion. 

Remaining portion of RWY 17-35 
potentially confusing. 

N/A Sponsor's preference. Additional construction cost 
related to TWY N 

6 

401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Increase Pilot Situational 
Awareness. A pilot who knows 
where he/she is on the airport 
is less likely to enter a runway 
improperly. Complexity leads 
to confusion. 

Remaining portion of RWY 17-35 
potentially confusing. 

N/A Sponsor's preference. Additional construction cost 
related to TWY N 

6A 401. b. Design method. (5) 
Runway Incursions. 

Increase Pilot Situational 
Awareness. A pilot who knows 
where he/she is on the airport 
is less likely to enter a runway 
improperly. Complexity leads 
to confusion. 

Remaining portion of RWY 17-35 
potentially confusing. 
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 Alternative 6B ï Preferred Alterative 

Following the Screening Analysis in Table 4 above, Alternative 6B was created. The conceptual 
plan of the Preferred Alternative 6B, shown on Figure 3, depicts the preferred proposed plan of 
the connectivity to the airport facilities to improve safety and correct non-standard geometry.  
Alterative 6B includes the closure of RWY 17/35 for use as a runway. TWYs D, E, G and K1 would 
be realigned. TWY E would be realigned at the deicing apron. RWY 17/35 and portions of TWY 
F, TWY G, and TWY M would be demolished. The Proposed Action also includes the construction 
of new access roads, demolition of access roads, and some drainage work.  The Proposed Action 
will include the decommissioning of NAVAIDs and cancellation of IFPs. As noted above, three 
NAVAIDS would be decommissioned: the RWY 17 VASI, RWY 35 REIL, and RWY 35 PAPI. In 
addition, IFPs (HOU RNAV [GPS] RWY 17 and HOU RNAV [GPS] RWY 35) would be cancelled.  

The conceptual plan of the Preferred Alternative 6B, shown on Figure 3, depicts the proposed 
plan of the connectivity to the airport facilities through development of connecting taxiways and 
related adjustments to improve safety and reduce incursions with the correct geometry which 
would avoid the potential confusion of traffic patterns identified in the screening from the non-
selected alternatives, and noted in Table 4.  Photographs of the project area are in Appendix C. 
The proposed demolition for the proposed action can be seen on Figure 3.  

 

 



  

15 

 

Figure 3 ï Preferred Alternative Map 

  







https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table




























































http://apps.dot.state.tx.us/apps-cq/project_tracker/










https://www.fly2houston.com/biz/opportunities/upcoming-capital-projects/
http://apps.dot.state.tx.us/apps-cq/project_tracker/
https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table




















































































https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table
https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/anayo_ma.html
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2019-08-23/pdf/2019-17796.pdf


https://www.epa.gov/outdoor-air-quality-data/monitor-values-report






https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2018/11/14/2018-24816/determinations-of-attainment-by-the-attainment-date-extensions-of-the-attainment-date-and
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2018/11/14/2018-24816/determinations-of-attainment-by-the-attainment-date-extensions-of-the-attainment-date-and
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2019-08-23/pdf/2019-17796.pdf


http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/acrp/docs/ACRP02-33_FR.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/FR-2019-08-23/pdf/2019-17796.pdf

























































